discussing the differences between the gospel accounts but does not comment on it. 5 Jerome makes a moralistic application, noting that Jesus prohibited all vessels from being carried while the church in his day tolerated the presence of impure vessels (vasa). 6 The lack of focused attention on this verse continued through the Middle Ages and the Reformation 7 Pseudo-Jerome makes no comment, 8 and Bede sees Jesus' actions in forbidding the carrying of vessels used for the purchase of merchandise as a symbol for the casting out the wicked and refusal to let them enter again. 9 Among the Reformers, Calvin remarks that Jesus shows zeal for the temple in not tolerating anything "inconsistent with religious services." 10 In contemporary discussions, a fixation on the question of historicity of the temple incident often overrules careful examination of this verse 11 because its presentation of Jesus bringing to a halt all activity in the massive temple area seems historically problematic.
12 Even attempts at 12 Those who see the event as based on a historical occurrence (see list in note 11) often argue that the demonstration was minor, not a complete seizure of the temple. However, not all see the Markan description as historically unlikely. In an attempt to reconcile the Markan and Johannine accounts, Lightfoot concludes that the Markan placement of the account at the end of Jesus' life seems correct but the Johannine account illuminates details
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Dennert CP 3 http://escholarship.bc.edu/scjr/vol5 understanding Mark on a literary level have difficulty grasping the meaning of this puzzling verse, 13 with most contemporary explanations of this verse occurring within discussions of the meaning of the temple demonstration in light of the Jewish context of Jesus' ministry and the Markan context of the incident. Three primary proposals have emerged regarding the meaning of Jesus' demonstration in the temple and, thus, the meaning of this comment: purification of the temple, messianic action, and proclamation of destruction coming to the temple. 14 
Purification of the Temple
The traditional understanding of this event is that of Jesus purifying or cleansing the temple from misuse, as he exhibits zeal for the temple by bringing purity. This view is still widespread, with various explanations on the exact nature of Jesus' protest. Many argue that Jesus seeks to stop the commercial activities that have overrun the temple, as the temple should be a place of prayer and not a place of commerce.
15 While the location of the protest in the Court of Gentiles is not explicit, some have argued from this inferred location and the quotation of Is 56:7 in Mark 11:17 that this commercialization obstructed its intended use as a place for the Gentiles to pray; therefore, Jesus shows concern for Gentiles to have access to God. 16 Other proposed reasons for the protest include the suggestions that Jesus opposed practices recently introduced by Caiaphas, 17 the expansions to the temple done by Herod, 18 or commerce that hindered the ability of the poor to present sacrifices while giving the merchants a profit so large that they needed containers to carry it. 19 The most common explanation of this view is that Jesus' prohibition of carrying a vessel through the temple in verse 16 (dienev gkh/ skeu' o" diaV tou' iJ erou' ) enforces laws against using the temple as a "thoroughfare" (m. Ber. rules, some see Jesus extending the realm of these regulations from the temple into the Court of the Gentiles. 21 In this view, the term skeu' o" could refer to moneybags 22 or receptacles for carrying supplies like wine, flour, and oil used in sacrifices and sold at a profit by the current temple leadership. 23 The most common objection to this view is that the commercial activities occurring in the temple were necessary for the sacrificial cult to function and the payment of the temple tax; 24 impeding the commercial activity would therefore hinder the offering of prescribed sacrifices and the purpose of temple worship. Furthermore, upon closer examination, the rabbis and Josephus do not offer proper parallels, as the rabbis forbid entering and do not mention a vessel, and Josephus speaks about the temple (naov "), not the Court of the Gentiles (iJ erov n in Mark 11:16). 25 Finally, the proposed meanings for skeu'o" within this view remain questionable. 26 
Messianic Action
Some scholars who view the demonstration as a cleansing further state that this behavior is an act of the Messiah. 27 Perhaps Cecil Roth has most adeptly argued this point, drawing upon Zechariah 14:21: "every cooking pot in Jerusalem and in Judah will be holy to the Lord of hosts so that all who sacrifice may come and use them to boil the flesh of the sacrifice. And there shall no longer be traders 28 in the house of the LORD of hosts on that day." 29 Thus, Jesus makes all vessels cultic vessels with his action, with the result that people could not take the vessels out of the temple. Furthermore, Jesus' action corrects the misapplication of this text that prevented Gentiles from being present in the temple area by showing that "merchants" not "Canaanites" is the proper interpretation of this verse. Texts such as Hos 9:15, Mal 3:1, and PssSol 17-18 indicate an expectation that the Messiah will bring cleansing to Jerusalem in preparation for the kingdom of God.
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connecting the incident to this text or any other suggested above. In addition, the description and the entry of Jesus in the temple on the previous day in Mark 11:11 contradicts Mal 3:1, which speaks of a sudden entry into the temple ("See, I am sending my messenger to prepare the way before me, and the Lord whom you seek will suddenly come to his temple" [NRSV] ). 31 The parallel with Zec 14:21 also seems imprecise, as the text does not show Jesus commandeering common vessels for sacred use because he prohibits carrying them "through" not "out" of the temple. 32 In addition, these texts often speak of a protest against the priesthood, while Mark explicitly presents Jesus as confronting the moneychangers, not the priests. 33 
Sign of Destruction
The significance of the buying and selling activity for the sacrificial system and payment of the temple tax has led some to view this action less as a cleansing and more as an omen or sign of the temple's destruction. According to influential work of E. P. Sanders, the historical Jesus indicated the replacement of the temple with a new one through his symbolic action, which was a minor demonstration in the temple. Therefore, this protest was not against the current practices in the temple. 34 The idea of cleansing conveyed in verse 16 is a later interpretation of the church. 35 However, one wonders why Mark would include a later addition if the incident symbolized the destruction and replacement of the temple, an issue Mark elsewhere shows interest (13:1-2). 36 William Telford has argued that Mark does in fact present this action as a sign of the destruction of the temple, as the withering of the fig tree interprets this event and points to the destruction of the temple, a view supported by numerous other scholars. 37 In this interpretation, the skeu' o" of Mark 11:16 is a liturgical vessel, the meaning of the word in approximately one-third of its appearances in the LXX. 38 Thus, prohibiting the trade in the temple impedes the offering of sacrifices, 39 with the cessation of activity in the temple pointing to the coming end of activity in the temple, including sacrifices. 40 The quotation of Jeremiah would confirm this idea of the imminent end to the temple and termination of sacrifices, and the
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Dennert CP 6 http://escholarship.bc.edu/scjr/vol5 quotation from Isaiah shows that prayer, not sacrifice, is now proper. 41 Jostein Ådna advances the argument of this position, noting that Mark presents Jesus as ending the sacrificial system through his atoning death, 42 with Jacob Neusner holding that Jesus replaces the daily wholeoffering with the rite of the Eucharist. 43 This sharp polemic against the temple may have led Matthew and Luke to omit this verse. 44 This third view has its share of difficulties. A common argument notes that impeding the commercial trade is a strange way to object to the sacrificial cult; Jesus could have made his protest clearer through a more direct attack on the cult rather than this obscure way often lost on interpreters. 45 In addition, Neusner notes that "no Jew of the time [could] have understood the meaning of the action of Jesus," as the action only makes sense in light of the establishment of the Eucharist, 46 raising the question of whether Jesus would perform an action that observers not only could not comprehend but would misinterpret as a complete rejection of the Torah. 47 While this objection is more problematic for the historical Jesus than the Markan Jesus (cf. Mark 7:1-23, esp. 19c), one wonders if Mark's readers, who often need Jewish customs explained, would detect that this protest is against the sacrificial cult if Mark makes no comment on the connection of the commercial practices to the sacrificial system. 48 Further, it is surprising that the Markan Jesus does not make a more explicit comment or prediction on the destruction of the temple if this event signaled the end of sacrifice and the destruction of the temple; it seems too subtle in light of the fact that Mark later explicitly mentions the temple's destruction (13:1-2). 49 Since Mark uses skeu' o" in a non-liturgical sense in 3:27, and the word appears in a nonliturgical sense in the majority (two-thirds) of its occurrences in the LXX, it is not a technical term. The context does not necessitate that it refers to liturgical vessels, nor is there a modifier designating it as liturgical as in Hb 9:21 (taV skeuv h th' " leitourgiv a"). 50 Finally, the use of Is 56:7 The explanations of this verse within the three major proposals to the Markan Jesus' demonstration in the temple noted above reveal three key details an explanation of this verse must consider. First, an interpretation must explain why the term skeu'o" appears as the object of Jesus' prohibition. Second, one must address the fact that the prohibition regards carrying "through" (diafev rw; dia), as opposed to entering or exiting, the temple. Third, the location of this prohibition in the temple (iJ erov n) would also appear to be an important aspect in understanding the actions of the Markan Jesus. In addition to these details, the explanation of 11:16 must connect to the wider meaning of Mark's description of Jesus' demonstration, such as the driving out of sellers and buyers, the overturning of the tables of the moneychangers and the seats of those who sold doves, the quotations from Isaiah and Jeremiah in verse 17, and the placement of the temple incident sandwiched within the account of the withering of the fig tree.
While this verse might obscure the historicity and meaning of the event in the life of the historical Jesus, deeper consideration of 11:16 may help disclose Mark's intention in reconstructing or creating this event, perhaps at variance with the understanding of Matthew and Luke, the similar account in John, or the historical Jesus-or possibility in continuity with one or all of them! Therefore, this overlooked verse may be a key to understanding the meaning of the incident in Mark's gospel and even the perspective of the historical Jesus towards the temple; further attention to it could yield benefits for those interested in biblical studies, the historical Jesus in his Jewish context, and Jewish-Christian relations. 
